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Commissioner for Patents 

The Reply Uriel" filed May 15, 2008 is aeeepted and entered into the record. 

On page 2 of the Reply Uriel", appellant states that a previous rejection under 35 USC 1 12, first paragraph was made and then 
withdrawn after amendment. Appellant is correct, once the amendment was made that particular rejection was withdrawn. This has 
no bearing on the current rejection at hand, the rejections are different. 

At the top ol'page 4, appellant cites only semantics arc an issue and questions that this issue was not brought up earlier in prosecution 
of the application. The amendment was not presented earlier in prosecution for the issue to be brought up. The application was 
appealed directly after the amendment, so the Examiner's Answer was the first chance at addressing the new limitation. 

( )n page 5, appellant alleges the claim language "drying the MEA under a heat lamp as the catalyst ink is being sprayed during several 
passes" is equal to "spraying the membrane and at the same time drying the membrane". The claim language is not limited to 
appellant's interpretation of concurrently spraying and drying. Passing the MEA though an oven after spraying and repeating the 
process meets this limitation. 
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